
 
7066 Central Scotland Forest Trust 

 
Greenspace Evaluation 

 
Horse Riders Final Report 

 
20th July 2009 

 
 
 

 
 

Prepared by 
 

 
 

 
17 Corstorphine Road,  
Edinburgh, EH12 6DD 

 
69 St Vincent Street,  

Glasgow G2 5TF 
 

Tel: 0131 316 1900 Fax: 0131 316 1901 
Email: info@progressivepartnership.co.uk 

 
 

Main Contacts: 
Aileen Baxter 

Jacquie Meldrum 



 
2 

���������	�
��
���
 

��������	
 ....................................................................................................................... 3 
��
���������������
 .......................................................................................................... 4 
�����
����� ...................................................................................................................... 4 
���	���	
�	�
 .................................................................................................................... 6 

Awareness and Understanding of Greenspaces............................................................ 6 
Using Greenspaces for Riding....................................................................................... 7 
Horse Riders’ Local Greenspaces ................................................................................. 7 
Local Greenspace Summary ....................................................................................... 14 
The Decision-Making Process: Which Greenspace to Visit? ....................................... 15 
Motivations and Barriers to using Greenspaces for Riding .......................................... 17 
Interactions with Other Greenspace Users .................................................................. 19 
Ideal Greenspace........................................................................................................ 22 

���������	
���	
�
������	
��������������	� ............................................................... 29 
 �������������	
�
������	
�!��	���������	��"���	
�� ��
 ............................................... 31 
#���	
���
 ...................................................................................................................... 33 

 



 
3 


�������
��
 
The Central Scotland Forest Trust (CSFT) is an environmental regeneration charity which is 
currently working with five Local Authority partners; Scottish Enterprise; Scottish Natural 
Heritage and others to create the Central Scotland Forest. 
 
The vision for the Central Scotland Forest is that “it will be an attractive place which 
enhances the lives, and life chances, of those living, working and playing there.”  In order to 
achieve this Central Scotland Forest Trust have developed seven strategic goals, which are 
being progressed through three activity themes.  One of these themes, ‘Social,’ surrounds 
getting the community to participate in the different activities that the Forest offers, as well as 
understanding what the community wants from the Forest.   
 
Whilst there has been increasing recognition of the benefits the Forest can bring, the views 
of all its different users are not known.  At the moment CSFT do not know to what extent the 
Forest is meeting everyone’s needs, for example are there are particular sections of the 
community that are unable or unwilling to use the Forest?  In particular CSFT would like to 
understand the views of three different user groups: single parents, retired people and horse 
riders. 
 
Progressive was commissioned to conduct research to explore the extent to which each of 
these three groups have needs that are already met by the Forest and to understand how 
the Forest can be developed to encourage increased usage from each of these groups.   
 
This document details the findings from the research undertaken with horse riders, 
identifying their specific needs from a greenspace and the issues that are most pertinent to 
them.  Additional reports are also provided detailing the findings from the retired people 
groups and the single parents groups.  Finally a summary document outlining the key 
findings from all groups is also available. 
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The overall objective of the study was to provide insight into how each of the three user 
groups feels about local greenspaces and to develop an understanding of what their ‘perfect 
greenspace’ would be.  This was broken down into more specific objectives: 

·  Understanding each user group’s feelings towards the local environment and 
greenspaces  

o Where are their nearest greenspaces? 
o What do they think about their local greenspace(s)? 
o How do the pathways meet the needs of horse riders? 

 
·  Understanding the needs of each user group that greenspaces need to meet 

o What does each user group think greenspaces should be used for? 
 

·  Exploring the social interactions each user group has with their local greenspace  
o What do they use their local greenspace for? 
o Has their behaviour changed towards their greenspace recently (i.e. use it 

more / less)? 
o Who do they visit greenspaces with? 
o How often do they visit greenspaces? 
o To what extent are trips to greenspaces planned? 
o Are there any barriers to visiting greenspaces? 
o How do horse riders interact with other users of greenspaces? 

 
·  Developing each user group’s ‘perfect greenspace’ 

o What does the ideal greenspace look like? 
o Who is using the greenspace and what are they using it for? 
o Where is this ‘perfect greenspace’? – Is it near to the user? 
o How does this ‘perfect greenspace’ fit into the users current location, what will 

it bring, how can it be achieved? 
o Who is responsible for developing and maintaining this ideal greenspace? 

 

������������
 
In order to meet the research objectives a qualitative methodology was adopted to engage 
each of the three user groups and to ensure we fully understood all of the benefits and 
barriers to using greenspaces. 
 
In total nine focus groups were conducted, consisting of three groups per user type across 
three different locations.  Locations were selected by both Progressive and Central Scotland 
Forest Trust to provide representation from across the Central Scotland Forest area and also 
to represent three different Council areas to review if there are any differences amongst local 
authorities.  The locations selected were Falkirk; Shotts in North Lanarkshire and Whitburn in 
West Lothian. 
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The sample criteria used for the horse riders groups is shown below: 
 
Criteria Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 
Age Mix of ages from 16 

yrs 
 

Mix of ages from 16 
yrs 

 

Mix of ages from 16 
yrs 

 
Gender Mix of male and 

female 
 

Mix of male and 
female 

 

Mix of male and 
female 

 
Horse ownership Mix of private owners 

(either own horse or  
ride someone else’s) 

and non owners 
(riding school) – 

50/50 split 
 

Includes at least 1 
riding instructor / 

riding school 
employee 

Mix of private owners 
(either own horse or  
ride someone else’s) 

and non owners 
(riding school) – 

50/50 split 
 

Includes at least 1 
riding instructor / 

riding school 
employee 

Mix of private owners 
(either own horse or  
ride someone else’s) 

and non owners 
(riding school) – 

50/50 split 
 

Includes at least 1 
riding instructor / 

riding school 
employee 

Location North Lanarkshire Falkirk Whitburn 
Frequency of using 
public greenspaces 
with horse 

Ride at least twice a 
week 

Ride at least once  a 
month 

Ride 
weekly/fortnightly 

 
 
The sample of horse riders consulted in the groups covered a variety of socio-economic 
groups and ages ranged from 16 through to 46.  Most of the riders that we spoke to rode 
regularly (at least twice a week) and tended to be more experienced riders who were 
confident in hacking outside the riding school environment.  Two riding instructors and one 
former riding instructor were included within the sample, bringing an alternative perspective.  
The majority of riders we spoke to also owned their own horse or rode someone else’s 
horse, therefore were the main decision-maker in terms of which greenspaces to ride in.   
 
It should be noted that the riders recruited for each group attended riding schools or kept 
their horses in a wide variety of locations in and around the local area.  Their references to 
local riding areas were very specific to the immediate location surrounding the riding stables 
or field they were familiar with.  This is discussed in detail in the main findings of the report. 
 
Groups were conducted on the 16th, 23rd and 25th May. 
 
All work has been carried out in accordance with ISO 20252 guidelines, IQCS guidelines and 
the Market Research Society's Code of Conduct. 
 
The following sections of the report provide a detailed breakdown of the findings from the 
research with horse riders.  Where relevant, geographical differences have been highlighted 
along with illustrative examples and quotes from the research.  Please note that throughout 
the presentation quotes in “xx” reflect direct quotes, while ‘xx‘ reflects a paraphrased quote. 
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To explore all of the research objectives horse riders were asked to give their views on a 
variety of themes, including: 

·  awareness and understanding of greenspaces in general  
·  motivations and barriers to using any greenspace for riding  
·  availability of local greenspaces for riding and attitudes towards them 
·  how greenspaces are used by horse riders, including the decision making process 

on where to go and key considerations for riding in greenspaces 
·  other users of greenspaces and how horse riders interact with them 

 
Horse riders were also asked to think about their ideal greenspace for riding and describe 
they key elements of it in detail, from what was in the space through to how it could be 
maintained.  Each of these themes will be explored in detail below, with specific reference to 
using greenspaces for riding. 
 
This report focuses on the attitudes of horse riders towards riding in public greenspaces i.e. 
spaces outside the arenas and grounds of a riding school or yard. 
 
Awareness and Understanding of Greenspaces 
 
To provide an understanding of what was perceived to be a greenspace, horse riders were 
asked to spontaneously describe what a greenspace meant to them.  A variety of 
descriptions were provided as can be seen below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When probed in more detail it was clear that there was a good understanding of what 
constituted a greenspace, with most of the official definition areas mentioned.  In particular, 
horse riders tended to view greenspaces as being somewhere that included “natural” 
elements – i.e. trees, grass, countryside or parks.  Most spontaneously mentioned a 
greenspace as being somewhere ‘nice and quiet’ that they could ride through, as opposed to 
gardens or play areas. 
 
After reviewing the official definition however there were very few greenspace areas that 
horse riders disagreed with, although as with other user groups, cemeteries stood out as 
being the misfit simply because a greenspace “sounds like something you can use”.  This 
indicates that there is no work needed to educate horse riders on what constitutes a 
greenspace and as will be seen this is reflected in the high awareness of local greenspaces 
that are available for riding in. 
 

 
GREENSPACE 

FIELDS GRASS 

PUBLIC PARKS 

TREES 

NO ROADS COUNTRYSIDE 

WOODLAND 

PATHS 

GREEN BELTS 
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Using Greenspaces for Riding 
 
In general, horse riders in all three locations use public greenspaces as part of their horse’s 
exercise regime.  Greenspaces tend to form part of a designated hacking route for riders, 
rather than being a specific destination; ‘you try to choose a circular route because horses 
don’t tend to like doubling back’. 
 
The frequency of using the greenspace tended to be determined by the horse’s level of 
fitness and the training or exercise it required.  Most of the riders included within this 
research were regular users of greenspaces and tended to hack out from once or twice a 
fortnight to twice a week.  They tended to try to vary the routes they take through 
greenspaces as much as possible, however this was within the bounds of the greenspaces 
available or accessible to them in the local area.  Those who rode in greenspaces less 
regularly tended to do so because they rode at a riding school and tended to stay in the 
school, or preferred to avoid riding alone on busy roads. 
 
The type of riding undertaken in greenspaces and the frequency and duration of visits 
depended on the quality of the greenspaces in the local area, which is discussed in the 
section below. 
 
Horse Riders’ Local Greenspaces 
 
Horse riders tended to have a more limited range of local greenspaces that they regularly 
use in comparison to other user groups.  The reason for this is purely practical; the 
greenspace area must be within easy hacking distance of where their horse is kept.  This 
also works in reverse in that the choice of where to stable a horse can, to a certain extent, 
be influenced by the availability of greenspaces nearby.  Very few riders used greenspaces 
that were further afield because this was deemed to be too impractical and expensive to 
consider on a regular basis.  Riding more than a couple of miles would involve finding 
transport to take the horse to the greenspace and as most riders didn’t have their own 
transport, this would involve the considerable expense of hiring a horsebox or trailer; ‘it’s 
£100 a time to hire a space on a lorry’.  Furthermore, it was noted that travelling by horsebox 
could be a stressful and tiring experience for many horses, therefore something that was 
only done occasionally and for a longer trip, such as a day-long event. 
 
Consequently awareness of local greenspaces for riding was very much related to their 
proximity to the rider’s stables or field.  The type of greenspace visited depended on location 
but included woodland paths, fields and country parks.  However, this was often restricted by 
a lack of available greenspaces to hack through or a lack of spaces that were accessible to 
horses.  For the majority of respondents, some riding on the road was necessary in order to 
access their nearest greenspaces. 
 
Riders generally had a good geographical knowledge of their local area, which was evident 
in the group discussions by the fact that all riders were familiar with the locations mentioned.  
However, knowledge of areas specifically for riding in tended to be limited to their immediate 
local area and little beyond.   
 
Generally there was a lack of certainty amongst horse riders over which areas they were 
allowed to ride in.  This meant that the majority tended to stick to the same hacking routes 
and greenspaces where they knew horses were allowed (e.g. through Polmont Woods, local 
fields or Shotts Nature Park).  Some riders were aware of the change in legislation allowing 
them to ride on public access routes (the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003), but many were 
not and very few had a clear understanding of exactly what this change in legislation meant 
for them.  This was further confused by the fact that many riders regularly encountered other 
users in a greenspace telling them that they weren’t allowed to ride through the area.  This 
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indicates a potential awareness issue not only in terms of horse riders being unsure of the 
greenspaces that they are able to use for riding, but also in terms of the wider public.   
 
The quality of local greenspaces for riding was a key issue for horse riders and this varied 
depending on location; for some, there was plenty of choice in the local area while for others 
options were very limited.  The following section details attitudes towards greenspaces for 
riding for each of the three locations visited. 
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Shotts 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There was a very limited choice of greenspaces available for riding through in Shotts, which 
led to very few positive comments about the local area.  There was deemed to be only one 
woodland path that was suitable for riding through (Shotts Nature Park), which was the same 
one that was used by the local community generally, including users of quad bikes and 
motorbikes.   
 
The main positive aspect of this area was that it provided a nearby space for riding in that 
was away from the busy main roads around Shotts.  These were perceived to be a particular 
hazard because drivers didn’t behave courteously around horse riders; “people in Shotts 
aren’t aware of horses”.  Therefore, when hacking out it was preferable to be able to avoid 
riding on the road as much as possible.  It was also highlighted that the greenspace area 
itself was a pleasant route and allowed riders to see wildlife while out hacking.  As the space 
was well used by the local community, there was also the opportunity to meet people along 
the route, bringing a valued social aspect. 
 
Overall however the available greenspace was felt to be of poor quality, primarily because it 
had been poorly maintained since its original development; ‘once something’s broken, it’s 
not fixed.’ Consequently the greenspace now presented many potential hazards for horse 
riders, such as litter, broken glass and trees or branches that had fallen down across the 
pathway.  All of these issues posed problems for riders trying to access the space, ‘It’s not 
good if you’re not confident enough to deal with it’.   
 
Gates in the local area proved to be a particular issue for horse riders, because they were 
not perceived to be horse-friendly, despite being designed as such.  This included gates of 
various designs; gates with long-handles tended to swing back too quickly with the risk of 
striking the horse, ‘You have to pull it towards you and try to get through’, while gates 
designed to be stepped over were set into tarmac, which was perceived to be dangerous if 
the horse attempted to jump the gate or slipped on the surface.  Overall it was very difficult 
to negotiate a gate on horseback, however dismounting also brought difficulties:  ‘It’s easier 
to just get off…but if you come off your horse to go through you can’t always get back on!’ 
A notable element missing from greenspaces in the Shotts area was somewhere suitable for 
cantering.  ‘You can have a quick trot but that’s it.  You can’t go into fields because of 
farmers or rubbish, there’s nowhere long enough to have a good run.’  This removed options 
from riders when out hacking as they were unable to vary the type and speed of work they 
do with their horse. 
 

Negative 
·  Limited - there’s nowhere to 

go, not much choice 
·  Can’t have a good canter  
·  Poorly maintained – litter 

and broken glass  
·  Quads and motorbikes use 

the same space 
·  Dogs off the leash 

Positive 
·  Nearby  
·  Off-road – away from busy 

traffic 
·  Nice route if better 

maintained 
·  Wildlife 
·  Social – meet people 

‘The public park has 
cows in it…you can get in 
but you wouldn’t want to’ 

‘It’s the only 
place in Shotts 

you can go!’ 

‘It’s a nice 
route, but…’ 

“When it first 
opened it was 

good but not now 
– it’s full of kids 

and broken glass” 
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Each of the issues discussed above tended to have an impact on the riders’ usage of the 
space; “I don’t tend to stay out for long as there’s nowhere to go”.  In addition, one rider 
mentioned that they had actively chosen to keep their horse outside Shotts because of the 
lack of variety of spaces for horses and riders there.  This suggests that the quality of local 
greenspaces can have an impact on the propensity to stable horses in the area.  
Consequently, riders in Shotts felt that there was a need for more local spaces for riding in, 
or perhaps even a designated space for horses.   
 
Overall, Shotts was perceived as weaker than other areas in terms of the availability of local 
greenspaces suitable for riding through.  This indicates that there is potentially some work to 
be done to bring the greenspace up to the standards of other geographical areas.  
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Falkirk 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Falkirk there were a number of local greenspaces mentioned that were suitable for riding 
in, however these were spread throughout the Falkirk area.  As riders tended only to visit 
greenspaces in close proximity to their stables or field, they felt that they had little variety to 
choose from.  Views on the greenspaces they use were mixed, depending on the quality of 
the nearest areas to them. 
 
Greenspaces used by riders in the Falkirk area tended to be a combination of woodland 
such as Callendar Woods, Polmont Woods, Muiravonside Country Park and nearby fields.  
The key benefit of these areas was that it was possible to ride for several miles off-road, 
thereby avoiding the dangers of heavy traffic.  Woodland areas in particular were perceived 
to be peaceful and ideal areas to ride through. 
 
The primary problem associated with the greenspaces that were used most regularly was 
one of maintenance.  These issues in the Falkirk area tended to be reflective of a lack of 
simple upkeep of the greenspaces rather than specific problems related to vandalism or anti-
social behaviour.  This impacted on the choice of greenspaces that riders could consider;  
‘You can’t always get to the areas you want’  
 
‘In those [other local] woods the trees are too low and the paths aren’t clear’. 
 
Another example of poor maintenance given by respondents was a local cross-country 
course, which had been allowed to fall into disrepair and had consequently has been 
disused for years “the course is overgrown and muddy…putting us into the areas where dog 
walkers go now”.  Riders indicated that an area for jumping would be a welcome addition to 
the local riding facilities in Falkirk.   
 
Gates also posed some issues for horse riders, which reflected the difficulties faced by riders 
in Shotts; “the handles [in Polmont Woods] aren’t long enough to give you enough time to 
get through”. Similarly, a lack of stiles or mounting blocks near these gates meant that 
dismounting to go through gates was potentially a greater problem for some riders. 
 
Unlike other areas, riders in Falkirk tended to have frequent altercations with other users of 
local greenspaces who insisted that horses were not allowed in the space; "I’ve had people 
come up to me and say ‘you’ve no right to be here’”.  This could be off-putting for some 
riders ‘some days you just can’t be bothered with the hassle so you just stay in the school’.  
It was felt that this was due to a lack of awareness on the part of other users that horses 
were allowed in the area and something that could potentially be rectified with some signage 
at key entrance points.    

Positive 
·  Plenty of off-road space in 

the areas used 
·  Fresh air 
·  Wooded areas  
·  Peaceful 
 
 

Negative 
·  Lack of options to choose 

from 
·  Maintenance issues – litter, 

overgrown paths, fallen 
trees, holes in paths 

·  Sometimes encounter 
hassle from other users e.g. 
dog owners  

·  Lots of bikers and dog 
walkers using the same 

“Off the road 
hacking for miles” 

“Not that many 
options” 

“Not horse-
friendly” 

“Wooded areas 
good for riding” 

‘Callendar Park is 
just ideal for me’ 
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Overall, Falkirk had many options for horse riders in the area as a whole, however a lack of 
regular maintenance meant that these greenspaces were not felt to be reaching their full 
potential as areas for hacking.  
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Whitburn 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In Whitburn horse riders had a more positive attitude towards the local greenspaces that 
they used.  This appeared to be largely due to the fact that there was a greater choice of 
available greenspaces and routes to choose from compared with riders in Shotts and Falkirk.   
 
Whitburn greenspaces covered local fields, as well as Polkemmet Country Park and various 
pathways e.g. one that leads to Livingston.  This variety and freedom of choice was a major 
benefit cited about the pathways in the local area;  
 
“It’s good – there are lots of places to go” 
 
‘Different trails and pathways off the road’ 
 
‘You can move things about and put up jumps’. 
 
Another positive aspect of the local greenspaces around Whitburn is that they were viewed 
as being spacious and quiet, with many changes of surface, from hard to grass.  This 
provided more scope to vary the type and speed of riding that could be done, which is in 
contrast to the experiences of riders in Shotts and Falkirk.  Polkemmet Park tended to be a 
little more restricted, as riders are not allowed to canter in the grounds and had been asked 
not to ride there in winter.  
 
Maintenance of the local greenspace areas was less of an issue for riders in Whitburn, 
compared with other areas.  There were still some issues at play but these were mainly 
relating to rubbish and dog dirt, however these had a minimal impact on horse riders’ overall 
opinions of the space. 
 
Instead, the main negative points for Whitburn horse riders were the fact that all of the 
pathways and greenspaces they used were shared with other users.  This created potential 
hazards when riding out, for example encountering quad bikers or dog walkers.  The nearest 
designated area for horses was Beecraigs Country Park, however this was much further 
away and had to be paid for.   
 
It was also noted that some of the greenspace areas around Whitburn could be difficult to 
access on horseback due to obstacles along the route; “you can’t use some with bridges, 
you can’t get over them with a horse”. 
 

Positive 
·  Plenty of off-road greenspaces to 

choose from 
·  Lots of different routes / paths / 

places to go  
·  Quiet, not busy 
·  Big – lots of space 
·  Freedom to move things about / 

use space as you want 
·  Changes of surface  

Negative 
·  Litter 
·  Grass in some areas can be too 

deep to ride in 
·  Quad bikes 
·  Can’t access some areas – 

bridges or low trees 
·  No specific bridle paths – areas 

shared with other users   

“No-one to 
annoy you” 

“Can branch off to 
different areas” 

“Nowhere to put 
any rubbish when 

you’re out & about” 

“Good space to 
get to if you can 

get over the 
obstacles!” 
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With the Whitburn horse riders, the negative issues appeared to be more related to changes 
that would enhance the greenspace further, moving more towards their ideal space.  This is 
in contrast to both Falkirk and Shotts where maintenance issues were a greater cause for 
concern for riders using these spaces. 
 
Local Greenspace Summary 
 
In terms of local greenspaces some clear differences across the three geographical regions 
could be seen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
However, there were also common themes emerging from all of the horse riders groups, 
relating to the accessibility and variety of local greenspaces, and the safety concerns relating 
to interacting with other users of the space.  These concerns were key elements of the 
decision-making process, which is discussed in detail below. 
 

Shotts 
Limited spaces (one) 

and need improvement  

Falkirk 
Lots of off-road riding 
but limited choice and 

poorly maintained 

Whitburn 
Lots of options and 

routes, but no 
designated bridle paths 
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The Decision-Making Process: Which Greenspace to Vi sit? 
 
Understanding how horse riders use greenspaces and their decision making process is vital 
to ensure suitable and usable greenspaces are developed in the future.  For horse riders the 
principal concern regarding greenspaces is one of accessibility i.e. “can I get through there 
with my horse?”  This clearly underpins the decision-making process and limits the 
consideration set.  Clearly, accessibility is not a factor that is considered every time a horse 
rider plans a hacking trip into a greenspace, thus the options to be evaluated are based on 
the assumption that the area can be accessed on horseback.   
 
The decision of which greenspace to visit involves a number of considerations, as illustrated 
in the diagram below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Broadly, the decision of where to go is determined by the activity that the rider wishes to 
undertake, i.e. a quiet walk, fast cantering, a long hack with walking, trotting and cantering 
throughout.  This in turn tends to be determined by the mood of the rider (or the horse!) on 
that particular day; “Some days I don’t feel like going any faster than a walk, and on other 
days I need a long canter”.  However, in areas where there are limited greenspaces 
available to ride in, the activity undertaken is more likely to be determined by the quality of 
the space.  For example if a path through woodland is too stony or is used by many other 
people, it will be necessary to ride at a much slower pace. 
 
The presence of company on a hack can also determine the type of activity undertaken and 
therefore the greenspace visited;  
 
“If you’re out in a group, you’re more likely to go to different places.”   
 
“If I want to do fast work I tend to go out on my own, because I feel I have better control fo 
my horse.” 
 
Some riders indicated that they preferred not to ride on a busy road unless they were with a 
group, therefore the need to cross traffic could affect the greenspaces they considered. 
 
Another important consideration when deciding which greenspace area to visit was the 
length of time available for riding.  This in turn determines how long a rider wishes to spend 

Where to visit?  
(Assuming within close 

distance of stables)  

Hazards – traffic, 
obstacles, other users 

��� �  inevitable and 
unavoidable  

Activity  

Last trip  

Who with?  

Mood of horse 
and rider  

Alternatives 
available 

Knowledge of 
greenspace 

Time available 

‘I can’t go far, I 
only have an 

hour’ 

‘I want to do fast work, so I’ll 
go out on my own [and I 

have to go to x greenspace]’ 

‘It’s the weekend, I 
have more time so will 
go a bit further today’ 

‘I go to Callendar 
Park because I 

know it really well’ 

‘There’s 
nowhere 

else to go’ 
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in the greenspace and consequently the route that they can take; “in the weekends I have 
more time so I’ll go out for a couple of hours.” 
 
The presence of hazards in or en route to greenspaces were perceived by all three groups to 
be an inevitable aspect of hacking out, however these can also have a bearing on the 
decision-making process.    For example, riders tended to visit greenspaces near busy roads 
at times when there was less heavy traffic to minimise the danger, or tended to go with 
company.  
 
On the whole, there was some degree of planning involved in terms of thinking about where 
to go, for how long and who was going, but this tended to be a decision that was made on 
the day before leaving the stable yard.   Bad weather generally tended to have less impact 
on the horse riders’ usage of greenspaces, due to the need to regularly exercise the horse 
regardless.  However, the weather did sometimes determine the length of time spent in the 
greenspace in that trips tended to be shorter in bad weather.   
 
Overall, the decision making process gone through by horse riders in terms of which 
greenspaces to use is fairly complex and involves evaluating many options.  However, it 
should be remembered that all of these factors were often governed in some way by a lack 
of available alternatives – horse riders often had to make some compromises in order to 
hack out in the local area.  The next section of this report discusses the main motivations 
and barriers associated with riding in greenspaces. 
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Motivations and Barriers to using Greenspaces for R iding 
 
Taking all of this into consideration the main motivations and barriers to visiting a 
greenspace for riding were then highlighted.  Key themes were identified across all of the 
groups which can be seen below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In general, horse riders in all three locations use public greenspaces for the same reasons; 
to add variety for themselves and their horse.  Hacking (riding outside the school) also brings 
the benefit of being a more relaxed, less disciplined form of exercise than riding in the 
school, where the focus is on training the horse.  This is enjoyed by both horse and rider: 
“It’s time out for me, time out for the horse, and a bit of freedom.” 
 
An additional benefit of hacking out was to take in the general atmosphere of being out in 
the countryside and seeing wildlife; “It’s nice to see everything when you’re out.”  In Shotts 
and Falkirk in particular, there was also a social benefit associated with visiting local 
greenspaces, in that it provided the opportunity to meet other people; ‘I quite like seeing 
other people out using the space, you can say hello’. 
 
Along with these motivations, there were also a number of barriers that impacted on usage 
of greenspaces amongst horse riders.  Overall, accessibility was the main barrier and the 
primary consideration for riders; “you’re always thinking about ‘can I get through there with 
my horse?’”  This involved weighing up whether to negotiate any obstacles to accessing the 
greenspace, or whether to avoid it altogether; “I tend to avoid anywhere I know has a lot of 
gates because I can’t get back on if I need to get off”. 
 
Maintenance was another barrier that is closely linked to accessibility.  The prevalence of 
debris on the pathways (e.g. litter, boulders and broken glass on the ground) has the 
potential to cause serious damage to a horse’s legs or hooves and therefore would 
discourage riders from using a particular space; ‘the park is a dumping ground for all sorts of 
rubbish, you just don’t go into it’. 
 
Encountering anti-social behaviour and vandalism was less of a barrier for horse-riders, 
though some had experienced this on occasion (e.g. teenagers jumping out to frighten 
horses).  However, this was unlikely to deter riders from using a greenspace as these tended 
to be exceptions in the areas they visited regularly.  This may also be partly due to the fact 
that horse riders used the greenspace in the daytime rather than the evening. 
 

Motivations Barriers 

·  Exercise for the horse 
·  Variety of activities 
·  More relaxed / less disciplined  

than riding in school arena 
·  Relaxation / de-stress 
·  Social interaction 
·  Sights, sounds, smells of  the 

countryside 
·  See wildlife 

·  Accessibility issues - gates / 
obstacles 

·  Poorly maintained - 
glass/debris on path (Shotts, 
Falkirk) 

·  Quad bikes / scrambler bikes 
·  Unfamiliar with location 
·  Transport (to get to areas 

further afield) 
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A lack of familiarity could also be a barrier preventing some riders from venturing into 
greenspaces beyond those they knew well.  This was particularly the case where riders were 
unsure of the greenspaces they were allowed to ride in, or if they wanted to take a longer 
route slightly further than their immediate local area. 
 
‘I’m a bit fearful of wandering lost round the countryside with no idea where I am!’ 
 
‘I tend to go to Callendar Park because I know it really well and I know what’s there.’ 
 
Lack of transport and the cost of transport was a clear barrier to using greenspaces further 
afield (see page 8).  While this was considered by some, the drawbacks of getting to 
potentially better quality greenspaces elsewhere were too great to be considered regularly. 
 
Quad and scrambler bikes were another potential barrier to using a greenspace.  Horse 
riders tended to avoid the area if they knew quad bikes were going to be there at the same 
time (‘you don’t know how your horse will react to them’), however they acknowledged that 
sometimes they could encounter these at any time while out hacking and couldn’t always 
avoid them.   
 
Overall, although the frequency or duration of visits to a greenspace might be influenced by 
its quality, there were few barriers beyond accessibility that prevented the use of a 
greenspace altogether by horse riders.  
 
For horse riders, the issue of whether or not to avoid using a greenspace was determined by 
its accessibility to the stables.  Horse riders tended to avoid areas that they were unable to 
access safely or those that involved having to double back (e.g. areas where there were 
bridges, gates or low-hanging branches that horses were unable to pass through).    
 
However, the lack of available alternatives (especially in Shotts and Falkirk) meant that a lot 
more compromise was adopted in comparison to other user groups.  Consequently, even if 
riders were unable to use their local greenspaces in the way that they would prefer, the area 
would be used regularly in spite of its limitations. 
 
Clearly the issue of accessibility will be important considerations for horse riders when 
creating their ideal greenspace. 
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Interactions with Other Greenspace Users 
 
It was important to understand all of the different user groups horse riders experience when 
using their local greenspace.  Many riders commented that they liked to see other people 
around using the space, as this provided an enjoyable social interaction.  Having others 
around also provided an added feeling of safety for some users, but only if the other users 
were behaving responsibly.   
 
Overall horse riders tended to experience a greater level of conflict with other greenspace 
users compared with other groups.  This included users who felt that horses were not or 
should not be allowed in the local greenspace.  This type of conflict had been experienced in 
all 3 locations, however it seemed to be more prevalent in the Falkirk area.  This led some 
riders to feel quite defensive in terns of their right to use their local greenspaces.  That said, 
riders felt that such users were ‘just people who like complaining’ and were in the minority. 
 
Whilst there were a lot of people that horse riders were happy to see in their local 
greenspaces some user groups presented particular problems for them.  These can be 
categorised into 4 different groups: 

1. Quad bikers / motorbikes (scrambler bikes) 
2. Dog walkers 
3. Cyclists 
4. Children and Young People 

 
Each of these user groups and the problems they presented are highlighted below along 
with potential solutions to each of the problems. 
 
1. Quad bikers / motorbikes (scrambler bikes) 
Quad bikers and motorbikes presented a big issue for horse riders, mainly relating to safety.  
Horses could easily be spooked by the noise and movement of quads, therefore they did not 
like these users in the same place as it was too dangerous.  Instead it was felt that they 
should have their own greenspace area that was away from other users.  This is consistent 
with the views of other user groups. 
 
2. Dog Walkers 
Dog walkers present a problem for horse riders only when the dogs were not kept under 
control; ‘It’s not everyone, but you don’t always remember the dog walkers who are 
considerate and keep their dogs under control.’ However, it is worth noting that this user 
group was spontaneously mentioned by all three groups as a regular issue they encountered 
in their local greenspaces. 
 
Having dogs off the lead around horses was not considered a good idea due to the 
unpredictable nature of both animals.  In the main, riders were fearful of dogs running 
around a horse’s legs or jumping up and frightening the horse.  This could potentially lead to 
the dog being kicked and riders felt that in the event of an accident, they would be expected 
to take responsibility for what they perceived to be irresponsible behaviour by dog owners; 
“Of course it’s the horse’s fault if the dog gets kicked.” 
 
It was also mentioned that even more considerate dog owners could cause problems for 
horse riders by “hiding in the bushes!” – that is,  by moving off the path to leave space for 
horses to pass.  Although well-intentioned, this type of reaction could often make horses 
spook, because they can’t see the dog and walker clearly when they are approaching. 
 
Riders felt these issues could be managed more effectively by introducing signs alerting dog 
owners to control their dog in the presence of horses.  Some riders did exhibit more extreme 
views and wanted separate areas for dogs in greenspaces.  This was mainly based on 
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negative experiences in the past; ‘I know someone whose horse was bitten in the chest by a 
dog that jumped up, it needed stitches.’   
 
3. Cyclists 
Cyclists were generally not a problem themselves as they tended to be quite considerate, 
however the paths in greenspace areas were not considered wide enough and so cyclists 
sometimes had to push their way past.  This again had the potential to spook some horses.  
Horse riders felt that this could be overcome by having wider paths or separate paths in 
greenspace areas. 
 
4. Children and Young people 
Children could sometimes present a problem for horse riders because of their eagerness to 
come up and say hello or stroke the horse.  Riders were concerned that children could easily 
be trodden on or spook more timid horses by running up to them. 
 
Young people (teenagers) hanging around greenspaces was much less of a concern for 
horse riders as they tended to be using the areas in the daytime.  Some occasional 
instances of anti-social behaviour had been encountered, however it tended to be the 
aftermath of drinking (i.e. broken glass bottles on the path) that posed the greatest problem 
for riders.  It was recognised that this particular issue would be a difficult one to resolve and 
the general consensus was that the most practical solution was to ensure that the pathways 
were regularly maintained, especially after a weekend. 
 
Overall it was acknowledged by riders that much of the conflict experienced was due to a 
combination of a lack of awareness that horses would be in the greenspaces and lack of 
awareness over how to deal with horse riders when they are encountered in the space; 
‘What’s common sense for us might not be for people who don’t know horses’.  Riders did 
admit that there were some contradictions in terms of what they were looking for from a 
greenspace i.e. they wanted some social interaction with other users, but at the same time 
didn’t want to worry about encountering them!  Essentially this came down to a desire for 
other greenspace users to show consideration towards horses – the ideal for horse riders 
was that everyone would know what to do. 
 
It was felt that some advice near the entrances to the greenspace areas, such as additional 
signage advising walkers and cyclists to be aware of horses in the area, would be a useful 
practical step to easing some of the tension experienced.  This would be particularly helpful 
in providing reassurance that horses were indeed allowed to be in the local greenspaces, for 
both the horse riders themselves as well as other users. 
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What a Local Greenspace Needs to Provide 
 
Overall there were some key themes that emerged from the local greenspace areas that 
highlighted what a greenspace needs to provide for horse riders and what needs to be 
avoided or controlled. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These concerns and key ingredients are intrinsic to the development of future greenspaces 
for riding and influence riders’ visions of their ideal greenspace. 
 
 
 

Needs to provide 
·  Safe, off-road riding space 
·  Variety of greenspaces to visit 

or routes to take 
·  Clear, well maintained 

pathways 
·  Suitable surface for riding on 

Need to avoid/control 
·  Obstacles on the pathways e.g. 

fallen branches, boulders, 
potholes 

·  Groups misusing the space (e.g. 
motorbikes or dogs off leads) 

·  Litter  / broken bottles, cans, 
needles 
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Ideal Greenspace 

�
Taking all of the comments about local greenspaces into consideration, horse riders were 
then asked to describe their ideal greenspace.  Amongst all three groups, there was a 
unanimous decision that the ideal greenspace should have a “little bit of everything”.  This 
was consistent with the views of the other user groups included within this research, 
however for horse riders the ideal greenspace was more akin to a large area of countryside 
than a country park.  Having ‘a bit of everything’ would allow riders to go to different parts on 
different occasions, thus providing the variety they were looking for.  The overall feeling of 
the greenspace area was that it would be a safe place to ride off road that would be 
interesting and free from the hazards they currently experienced in local greenspaces. 
 
In order to fulfil these criteria it was recognised that the ideal greenspace needs to be a large 
area, probably spanning several miles to allow sufficient options for hacking. It was essential 
that the ideal space contained a variety of terrain and surfaces, which would allow for 
different activities to be undertaken as desired.  The overarching theme for horse riders was 
a greenspace that they could safely and practically use. 
 
For the Central Scotland Forest Trust, when a neighbourhood is being considered for 
development or regeneration it will be important to consider what the area needs most.  
Taking into consideration other greenspaces that already exist, along with whether (or how 
many) riding and livery stables are nearby, will therefore become an important part of 
development strategy along with consideration of the decision-making process each user 
group goes through when deciding which space to visit. 
 
For horse riders the ideal greenspace would contain the following key ingredients, which are 
shown in order of importance below: 
1. Variety of mapped routes through greenspace 
2. Signage  
3. Open grassland 
4. Trees / woodland 
5. Surfaces  
6. Water 
7. Additional Facilities 
8. Wildlife  
 
1. Variety of Mapped Routes through Greenspace 

A key element of the horse riders’ ideal greenspace was variety and it was felt that this could 
be achieved by having a number of mapped routes throughout the greenspace area.  This 
would allow riders to pick and choose a route according to their mood available and the type 
of activity they wanted to do with their horse.  Having a choice of several of routes would 
also allow horse riders to vary the length of time they spent there, from a short 1-hour hack 
to a longer day-long trip when they have more time.   
 
It was envisaged that the various routes could be colour-coded to show which were suitable 
for beginners through to more advanced routes.  These routes could be indicated on 
markers throughout the greenspace.  It was also suggested that some routes could be 
exclusively for horses, whilst others (the slower routes) could be open to walkers, cyclists 
and other users.  Again indicators or symbols showing the user groups allowed on each 
route could also be shown on markers and signage.   
 
‘Natural’ wooden markers, such as those seen on nature walks or walks along the canal 
were suggested here as good representations of what was required to really enhance the 
users’ experience. 
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Note: Pictures not shown in groups but used to display key ingredients of ideal greenspace 

 
On a practical level, while a variety of routes would be the ideal option for the perfect 
greenspace, in a smaller area the provision of shorter paths and routes could also provide 
some variety for riders.  
 
2. Signage 
Signage throughout the greenspace area is essential, both in terms of a map/information 
point at the entrances to show the different routes around the space, supported by markers 
throughout.  It was also felt that some printable maps (e.g. downloadable from the Internet) 
might help riders to become familiar with the greenspace and plan more varied routes there. 
 
In addition to signage to assist orientation throughout the greenspace, it was also important 
to have signs providing some top tips and advice for other users of the greenspace on what 
to do when they encounter horses along the route (e.g. keeping dogs on a lead or remaining 
clearly visible and passing with care).  This was felt to be an area where current conflicts 
between these users and horse riders could be eased.  
 
Clearly, additional signage is a change that could be introduced to existing greenspaces that 
are used by horse riders, to alert other users to their presence. 
 
2. Open Grassland 

Open grassland would provide scope for experienced riders to do fast work with their horses 
such as cantering and galloping.  It was preferable that this area could have a slight uphill 
incline, as this type of terrain was considered to be the most suitable for this type of work.  
For many riders this element was missing from current greenspace areas, therefore it was 
deemed to be a very valuable addition to the ideal greenspace. 
 

 

Route markers �  Map / Information 

board with advice�  

Open area with 
plenty of space to 

canter / gallop �  

Quiet – no other 
people around to 

worry about �  



 
24 

It was also envisaged that a separate, flat grassy area could be included to allow some 
jumps to be built.  These could include a variety of levels of difficulty to cater for different 
riding abilities.  This area didn’t have to be particularly large, however it did have to be 
exclusively for horse riders. 
 
Clearly, open grassland areas will tend to be larger in area and therefore a less practical 
option when developing available spaces in more populated areas.  Consulting with local 
farmers and landowners and negotiating separate usable paths through fields and open 
ground might present an alternative solution. 
 
3. Trees / Woodland 

Trees are an important element of the greenspace as they bring an element of peacefulness 
to the area and provide a pleasant environment with plenty to look at.  Paths should lead 
through the trees and be a suitable all-weather surface for horses to walk, trot or canter on.  
It was also important for the paths to be wide enough for two large horses to pass each other 
comfortably.  This would also provide sufficient space to pass walkers, cyclists or dog 
owners safely.  It was important that the paths were regularly maintained to ensure that 
routes were not blocked by branches or other debris. 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It was also important for woodland paths to have reasonable visibility of the route ahead, and 
be regularly cleared of low-hanging branches.  However, the areas adjacent to the path 
could be more wild and natural, providing interest as well as a home for wildlife. 
 

Wide pathway for 

passing safely �  

Path overgrown and 
littered with branches - 
difficult to see where 

horses stepping �  

Poor visibility 

ahead �  
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Many existing greenspaces horse riders use are based in woodland, therefore the key 
consideration when developing these areas will be in ensuring that paths are sufficiently 
wide for users to pass.  Alternatively, designated paths or alternative routes for horses to use 
might be a consideration if wider paths are not practical.   
 
4. Water 
Water was the final important element of the ideal greenspace for horse riders.   This took 
the form of a small, shallow stream or burn with an area that riders could paddle in and walk 
through on a warm day.  It was important that this had low banks by the side of the stream 
so that it could be easily accessed.   
 

 
 

Good surface and 

visibility ahead �  

Nice views of wildlife 

to side of path �  

Shallow water to 

paddle through �  

Bank into water 

not too steep �  
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It was also felt that a canal or lake to ride alongside would be a welcome addition to add 
variety to the scenery.  However, this expanse of water was secondary to the stream and 
deemed to be an added bonus rather than an essential ingredient of the space. 
While water was a desirable element of the ideal greenspace, clearly this has practical 
limitations for development of future spaces.  However when new greenspaces are being 
developed this could be a consideration when choosing sites or routing pathways through 
existing areas. 
 
5. Surfaces 
It was anticipated that a variety of surfaces and terrain would be featured within the ideal 
greenspace.  Grass could be used for areas where fast work was being carried out, however 
this would have to be carefully managed and maintained to ensure that it didn’t become too 
muddy in wet weather.  In areas that would see a higher volume of horses and riders 
passing through, an all-weather surface (such as sand or surfaces used in riding school 
arenas) was felt to be more practical and cost effective; “horses will churn up most types of 
ground”.   
 
Stony or uneven paths should be avoided in the ideal space, as they can damage horses’ 
legs and necessitate slow work.  Similarly, minimal tarmac should be used and only in the 
slowest areas of the greenspace – it was highlighted that this doesn’t provide a soft landing 
for any unfortunate riders!  This need may need to be balanced with the requirements of 
retired people, who were looking for a sturdy path to walk on. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
When designing future greenspaces, consideration can be given to ensure that pathways 
are both suitable for horses to walk on and constructed from a surface that is less likely to be 
churned up by horses in winter.  This may have the added benefit of reducing conflicts and 
complaints from other users sharing the greenspace. 

Path soft enough 
to canter on but 

won’t be churned 

up if wet �  

Path too rough and 

stony for riding on �  

Grass good surface 

for faster work �  

Parkland – looks like 
horses wouldn’t be 

allowed �  
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6. Additional Facilities 
Facilities within the greenspace were less important to horse riders than to other groups.  
However it was felt that some toilets and possibly a small kiosk to allow food or drink to be 
bought near the main entrance to the greenspace might be a valuable added extra.  A small 
picnic area with posts to tie up horses would also be a nice idea, so that riders could come 
and visit the greenspace for a longer trip.  Drinking water for horses could also be provided 
in this area. 
 
Parking facilities for horseboxes and trailers were also deemed to be important, to allow 
riders the option of travelling to the greenspace from further afield to spend the day there.   
 
Some mounting blocks or stiles throughout the greenspace area would also provide a horse-
friendly environment, particularly for riders planning a longer visit or a picnic.  These would 
also be useful in the event of gates being required in the area, though of course in the ideal 
greenspace gates did not exist! 
 
Although these facilities were included in their ideal greenspace, most horse riders viewed 
these features as ‘nice-to-have’ rather than an essential ingredient of the space.  These 
facilities would be most relevant to larger greenspace areas, where longer visits were 
possible. 
 
7. Wildlife 
Seeing animals in their natural habitat was an added benefit of the ideal greenspace for 
horse riders, and it was assumed that this would be an inevitable feature of the ideal 
greenspace.   
 
When prompted about the sounds and smells in the ideal greenspace all horse riders agreed 
there were the sounds of animals, birds in the trees nesting, the sound of water running 
further into the park.  There was also the feeling of peace and quiet, and sounds of hooves 
and a general awareness of others enjoying the area but not disturbing the feeling of 
relaxation.  Everyone agreed the area smelled of nature, grass cuttings, flowers, trees.  For 
horse riders the weather in the ideal greenspace didn’t matter, and it was noted that the 
woodland would provide some shelter from the rain. 
 
Layout of the Ideal Greenspace  
 
In terms of the general layout of the ideal greenspace, it was envisaged that the trees and 
woodland paths could form a perimeter around the open grassland, with some paths cutting 
across the grassland providing a number of circuitous routes through the greenspace.  There 
would be no gates in the ideal greenspace, or if they were necessary they should be 
automatic (recognised as an unrealistic ideal!) or easily negotiated while mounted.  For most 
riders the water was imagined to be either running through the woodland or deep into the 
greenspace, adding interest as the rider travelled along their chosen route.  It was envisaged 
that the stream would be a feature of one of the routes, but could be avoided if desired. 
 
There was some debate amongst horse riders about whether the space should be enclosed 
or not.  It important to maintain a feeling of open space, therefore for some it was felt that an 
obvious boundary might compromise this.  However there was concern that if there was not 
a boundary fence it would be difficult to tell which area defined the greenspace.  A key issue 
for the majority of horse riders was being able to define an area that they were allowed to 
ride through, therefore the general consensus was that the space should be loosely 
enclosed, for example by an inobtrusive boundary fence.   
 
Everyone agreed that this ideal greenspace should be easily accessible to the stables, and 
somewhere that riders could hack to within a few minutes (although travelling by trailer or 
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horsebox from further afield would also be possible).  It was envisaged that the greenspace 
area would have several entrances to allow horse riders to enter from close to their local 
area, with minimal riding on the road required.  It was suggested by some groups that the 
pathways could form a large trail around the whole local authority area, linking various 
woodlands and fields in one large area.  This would have the added benefit of ensuring that 
the space was accessible to a large group of local horse riders. 
 
There was also some debate over the users that would be in the greenspace.  Some riders 
felt that the space should be reserved only for horses, while others enjoyed the interaction 
with other users, and would prefer the space to be used more widely.  It was also argued 
that the area would be more likely to be maintained if there was a wider group of people who 
used the space.  It was agreed that quad bikes should not be allowed, but instead these 
would be given their own area in a separate greenspace.   
 
All riders felt that if others were allowed to use their ideal greenspace there should be firm 
rules to ensure that the space could be shared safely.  For dog walkers this would involve 
dogs remaining on a lead or under control at all times.  It was also felt that all other users, 
such as cyclists and families should be restricted to the slower routes in the greenspace, as 
it was felt that sometimes horses were spooked (unintentionally) by the activities of other 
users.  It was unanimously felt that, from a safety perspective, other users should be kept 
well out of the way of riders cantering or galloping.  Overall the general feeling was that other 
users would be permitted in the ideal greenspaces provided on the condition that they 
behaved in a considerate manner towards horses and riders.  Signage in and around the 
area would provide guidance on this for users.  These rules would allow a greenspace to be 
created that could be safely enjoyed by horse riders of all abilities. 
 
Maintaining the space  
There were very mixed reactions towards who would be responsible for maintaining this 
ideal space.  It was felt that there should be one central body responsible but other groups 
needed to play a role.  For horse riders in Shotts (spontaneously mentioned), there was the 
feeling that the community should have some responsibility for maintenance, for example 
through volunteer groups from local riding schools to clean up rubbish etc. However those in 
Falkirk felt that whilst almost all riders would be willing to do this, the time pressures of 
having a job, children at home and looking after horses would prevent it from actually 
happening.  It was agreed that the Local Authority should be involved in the maintenance, 
however it was felt that they could be supported by other groups such as local riding 
schools.  It was also suggested that Local Authorities could work in partnerships with other 
bodies such as the Forestry Commission or SNH. 
 
Everyone felt that their ideal greenspace was achievable within their local area and were 
able to identify local spaces where this could potentially be developed.  This suggests that 
there is some opportunity to take horse riders’ needs into account when developing or 
regenerating local greenspaces.  Clearly, the most important issue for horse riders is having 
a safe space that they can ride in.  Therefore, by considering smaller greenspaces (or areas 
within them) that are designed and intended exclusively for horse riders, many of these 
needs could be met. 
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Horse riders showed a good level of awareness of the different areas that make up a 
greenspace, with fields and open spaces the most obvious.  For riders greenspace areas 
added variety to the horse’s exercise regime and allowed them some relaxation outside the 
riding school and enjoyment of the local surroundings.  An important feature for horse riders 
was that the greenspace provided a safe, off-road environment to ride in.  However for 
practical reasons it was essential that this area was quickly and easily accessible to the 
stables or fields where the horse was kept.  Accessibility of greenspaces, in terms of both 
being able to get to the space from the stables and being able to pass safely through it, 
underpinned the decision-making process when riders were choosing which greenspaces to 
visit. 
 
All riders noted some common barriers preventing the use of greenspace areas.  These 
mainly related to accessibility issues and poorly maintained pathways.  However, most 
accessible greenspaces were used despite their limitations.  All horse riders encountered a 
variety of hazards in their local greenspaces.  Some hazards, such as other users of the 
greenspace, were deemed to be unavoidable and an inevitable element of hacking.  
However if issues (e.g. debris or broken glass) occurred too frequently in a particular 
greenspace, they would become an accessibility issue and therefore prevent the space from 
being used. 
 
All riders used local greenspaces on a regular basis, however there were quite different 
views in each geographical area as to the quality of the local spaces.  In Shotts there was 
deemed to be only one greenspace suitable for riding.  Although this space had good 
potential, it was also poorly maintained and was used by most of the local community.  In 
Falkirk there were a variety of options in the area as a whole, however accessible 
greenspaces within close proximity to the stables were more limited.  The key issue for 
riders was poor maintenance, with the consequence that these areas were not generally 
perceived as being horse friendly.  In Whitburn there was a very different reaction to local 
greenspaces, with horse riders being very positive about the variety of routes and quality of 
local spaces available.  Maintenance was also less of an issue for these groups, however 
there were some routes that were difficult to access. 
 
For horse riders the ideal greenspace consisted mainly of a facility they didn’t currently have; 
namely a space that they could safely walk, trot, canter and gallop through without the worry 
of encountering hazards presented by other users.  This would ideally be a large space with 
a variety of routes and types of terrain, such as woodland, open grassland and streams.  
While horse riders were open to the idea of sharing some of their space with other users, 
their ideal space would allow them to canter and gallop in a designated area exclusively for 
horse riders.   
 
There were mixed reactions regarding who should be responsible for maintaining their ideal 
greenspace.  For some it was the responsibility of the local authority, while for others there 
should also be involvement from other partner organisations, the community or local riding 
stables.  The main concern over maintaining the space was that the local authority would be 
unable to keep up with the maintenance.  If there was a community involvement there were 
concerns that whilst all would be willing, in the real world a lack of time would prevent most 
people in the community from actively getting involved.  The general consensus therefore 
was that the local authority or landowner should have primary responsibility for maintenance. 
 
Clearly the challenge facing Central Scotland Forest Trust when considering greenspace 
development will be in providing that “little bit of everything”.  However, given that the key 
requirement for horse riders was having a space that could be legitimately used for a variety 
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of riding activities, it may be possible to consider their requirements for smaller areas of 
development.   
 
Inevitably in many greenspaces it will be impossible to meet the different needs of all users.  
It will therefore be important to consider each greenspace area individually in terms of who 
the core user group or target audience will be and what the space will primarily be used for, 
so that an optimum strategy can be developed. 
 
For example if a piece of land adjacent to several stables is being redeveloped, it will be 
more important to consider the needs of horse riders who are likely to be using the space 
regularly to ensure that the surfaces and materials used are safe.  In such an area, providing 
dedicated pathways for horse riders might be a practical solution and even encourage 
owners to stable their horses in the local area.  By contrast, woodland trails in a small town 
or village would be likely to be shared by many user groups, therefore developing this type of 
area might involve ensuring that a suitable pathway is developed for all to use.  In this 
instance catering for horse riders may involve no more than putting up signs alerting other 
users to expect horses to be in the area. 
 
In this respect it may then be possible to meet horse riders’ needs in a number of different 
greenspaces rather than creating one ‘has it all’ space. 
 



 
31 

������������	�
���������
��!��
������� �
��"���
� � �����
 
To assist with all of the different considerations when developing a greenspace, a toolkit has 
been devised.  The principle behind this toolkit is that the greenspace and the needs of the 
various user groups would be evaluated together, to identify how that space could best meet 
these needs.  It is envisaged that a toolkit would be completed for each greenspace or 
potential greenspace being developed. 
 
The toolkit takes in to consideration what the greenspace looks like, what it will be used for, 
the key ingredients to include and the potential issues and solutions.  Essentially this 
involves answering the following key questions: 

·  Where is the space?  What type of space is it? 
·  What does the local area look like?  For example, is it an area with an older 

population, are there lots of families living in the area, are there horses kept nearby? 
·  Who are likely to be the primary users of the space? 
·  Who are the other users that are likely to use the space?  What are their needs? 
·  What are the potential issues for each user group?  Where are the potential clashes? 
·  What solutions could be offered to meet the needs of the key user groups? 

 
Once completed, each toolkit can be used to develop an investment plan for the 
greenspace.  This investment plan should prioritise the needs of primary users of the 
greenspace as the first point of investment, with the secondary user groups taking a smaller 
share of the budget.  This in turn would assist in achieving the optimum strategy for 
developing the space. 
 
An illustrative example of the toolkit is shown overleaf, with the greenspace to be developed 
based on a community woodland in a small, semi-rural town.  As the toolkit illustrates, this 
greenspace is in a town where the population tends to be slightly older.  Therefore the space 
is likely to be used by a high proportion of retired people; these would be the primary “target 
audience”.  There are a handful of schools in the area, so the space will also be used by 
families, but as there is a local swing park this group is likely to be using other local spaces 
as a priority.  The town has only one riding stables, so in this instance, while horse riders will 
be using the woodland, they will not be the primary target audience.  In light of this, the 
greater proportion of investment can be directed towards meeting the needs of retired 
people, with some additional attention paid to the needs of single parents and horse riders. 
By evaluating the greenspace in this way, it can be developed in a way that achieves 
maximum benefit for the local communities and key user groups. 
 



Greenspace:   Community woodland in a small town in a semi-rural location.  Local population has a high proportion of retired people.  Two local 
primary schools and one secondary school in the area.  Town has a swing park.  One riding stables and a couple of fields with horses on the edge 
of the town. 

Potential User 
Groups  

Who 
are the 
primary 
users? 

Who else 
will use 

the 
space? 

What will the 
space be 
used for? 

What does it need to 
include? 

What are the potential 
issues? 

What are the potential 
solutions? 

What 
investme

nt is 
needed? 

Horse Riders  X Hacking – off-
road, near to 

stables or 
field  

 
 

Wide paths 
 

Well-maintained 
paths 

 
Even surface 

 
Gates need to be 
user-friendly on 

horseback 

Other users unaware 
how to react to horses 

 
Retired people may take 
longer to notice horses 
/ move out of the way 

 
Poor visibility of 

potential hazards ahead 

Wide pathway for passing 
other users 

 
Signage at / near entrances to 

expect horses 
 

Regular maintenance checks 
 

Test gates with local riding 
schools for usability 

Low 

Single Parents   
X 
 

Nature walks 
with the 
children 

  
Short trips 

Paths and signage Litter 
Paths not wide enough 
Poor maintenance of 

paths 
Other users in the same 
space – cyclists, horse 

riders 

Signage at / near entrances to 
expect horses 

 
Regular maintenance checks 

 
Volunteer groups or local 
community involvement in 

maintenance 

Low 

Retired people X  
 
 

Leisure walks 
 

Short trips 
 

Regular visits 

Quality paths for 
walking on  

 
Signage 

 
Seating 

Litter 
Paths not wide enough 
Poor maintenance of 

paths 
Other users in the same 
space – cyclists, horse 

riders, teenagers – or no 
other users (too quiet) 

Signage at / near entrances to 
expect horses 

 
Regular maintenance checks 

 
Wide pathway for passing other 

users 
 

Seating at intervals 

Medium 

Cyclists         
General public        
Young people        
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Progressive Report Technical Summary 
 
Methodology: 
 
1. The data was collected by focus group discussions 
2. The target group for this research study was single parents living in each of the designated areas. 
3. In total, 3 group discussions were undertaken. Two groups contained 6 respondents and one 

group contained 4 respondents. 
4. Fieldwork was undertaken between 16th, 23rd and 25th May. 
5. Respondents were recruited face to face by Progressive’s team of skilled qualitative recruiters.  

These recruiters worked to predetermined quota controls to ensure that the final sample reflected 
the requirements of the project.  All respondents were screened to ensure that they had not 
participated in a group discussion or depth interview relating to a similar subject in the last 6 
months prior to recruitment. 

6. An incentive of £25 was used to compensate respondents for their time and to encourage a 
positive response.  

7. Stimulus materials were used during the group discussions.  These included a list of motivations 
and barriers to using greenspaces used in previous research by Central Scotland Forest Trust, the 
Greenspace Scotland official definition of what constituted a greenspace and photographs of 
different things that might constitute a greenspace area. 

8. Each recruiter’s work is validated as per the requirements of the international standard ISO 20252.  
Therefore, all respondents were subject to validation, either between recruitment and the date of 
the group discussion, or on the day of the group discussion.  Validation involved respondents 
completing a short questionnaire asking pertinent profiling questions, and checking that they have 
not participated in similar research in the past 6 months. 

9. It should be noted that, due to the small sample sizes involved and the methods of respondent 
selection, qualitative research findings do not provide statistically robust data.  This type of 
research does, however, facilitate valid and extremely valuable consumer insight and 
understanding. 

10. All research projects undertaken by Progressive comply fully with the requirements of ISO 20252. 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
  
 


